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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is a first action on the merits of this application. Claims 1-100 
are presented for examination. 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the status of 
related cases mentioned in the specification (see p. 1 1 , line 10, for example) must be 
updated. 

Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: the claim appears 
to contain a unintended repeated phrase "plurality of configuration entities further 
comprises." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Zager et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,393,386, hereinafter "Zager"). 
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In considering claim 1 , Zager discloses a data model characterizing the 
interaction of all elements of a computer network (Abstract, "model of the system") 
comprising: 

A plurality of software entities, hardware entities, network entities (col. 6, lines 
15-18, "software," "hardware," "hub, router"), configuration entities, monitoring entities 
(col. 7, lines 10-30, "state" of "managed objects," "alarms"), and DNS entities (col. 27, 
lines 54-62, "DNS"). 

In considering claim 2, Zager further discloses a plurality of queue entities ("event 
queues") that may be used by agents ("Agent Manager") in accessing information from 
the data model regarding any of the information contained therein (col. 20, lines 29-41). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 3-100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zager. 

In considering claims 3-6, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
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other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61, "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 7, Zager further discloses that the software entities further 
comprise: 

Units entities, unit monitor types entities, unit conflicts entities, role-type entities, 
platform entities, package-type entities, account-type entities, package-type entities, 
application-type entities, and pool-type entities, (col. 3, line 50, "business units"; col. 15, 
lines 28-29, "alarm... unit"; col. 33, line 41, "pool"; col. 35, lines 59-62, "mission 
package," col. 35, lines 34-35, "configuration-time roles"; col. 17, line 31, "multiple 
platforms"; "applications,"). Although certain of the claim terms are not explicitly 
described by Zager, they are thus either disclosed via alternate terminology, or else are 
well known components in a network. It would have thus been obvious to include any 
known components of a network in the network model system taught by Zager, to more 
accurately model the network. 



Application/Control Number: 09/699,353 



Art Unit: 2153 



Page 5 



In considering claims 8-25, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61 , "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 26, Zager further discloses that the configuration entities 
further comprise: 

Conduits entities, IP-type entities, services entities, role-type configuration 
entities, component type entities, and status entities (col. 22, lines 50-61, "IP services"; 
col. 7, lines 23-25, "type," "events," "alarms"; col. 35, lines 34-35, "configuration-time 
roles"). Although certain of the claim terms are not explicitly described by Zager, they 
are thus either disclosed via alternate terminology, or else are well known components 
in a network. It would have thus been obvious to include any known components of a 
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network in the network model system taught by Zager, to more accurately model the 
network. 

In considering claim 27, Zager further discloses that the configuration entities 
comprise a plurality of manufacturing model entities (col. 25, lines 40-41 , 
"manufacturer's make and model number"). 

In considering claim 28, Zager further discloses that the configuration entities 
comprise a plurality of component objects entities (col. 25, lines 28-29, "enterprise 
object identifier"). 

In considering claim 29, Zager further discloses a plurality of device roles history 
entities (col. 15, lines 61-62, "interaction history known as an alarm"). 

In considering claim 30, Zager further discloses that the conduits entities 
represent communication portholes across a firewall (col. 17, lines 35-38, 
"authentication and authorization security"). Zager further discloses that the model 
includes the entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model 
represents the various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service 
relationships to each other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to 
each other according to one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46- 
61, "relationship types have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). 
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Although the system taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the specific entity 
relationship claimed, it nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have 
any type of relationship to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to include the claimed conduit to hardware relationship to 
the system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the 
network system. 

In considering claims 31-39, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61 , "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 40, Zager further discloses that the monitoring components 
further comprise class-type entities (col. 21, lines 54-56, "calls to the same class," 
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manager applications entities (col. 27, lines 26-27, "Agent Manager"), device application 
configuration entities (col. 7, lines 10-18), ACL and authorization entities (col. 17, lines 
35-38, "authentication and authorization security"), SNMP variables entities (col. 26, 
lines 39-67, "SNMP"), and VIP groups entities (col. 24, lines 11-39, "IP subnets"). 
Although certain of the claim terms are not explicitly described by Zager, they are thus 
either disclosed via alternate terminology, or else are well known components in a 
network. It would have thus been obvious to include any known components of a 
network in the network model system taught by Zager, to more accurately model the 
network. 

In considering claim 41 , Zager further discloses a plurality of autonomous system 
map entities (col. 35, lines 47-48, "repository maps the service structurally to a specific 
bundle"). 

In considering claims 42-52, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61, "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
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to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 53, Zager further discloses that the hardware entities include 
memory components entities (col. 6, lines 15-18, "hardware"; col. 28, line 6, "dictionary 
memory structures"), storage components entities (inherent in a computer hardware 
system), bus components entities (also inherent), interface entities (col. 8, lines 33-41, 
"interface"), device entities ("hardware"), CPU entities (inherent in hardware), and 
circuits entities (inherent in hardware). Although certain of the claim terms are not 
explicitly described by Zager, they are thus either disclosed via alternate terminology, or 
else are well known components in a network. It would have thus been obvious to 
include any known components of a network in the network model system taught by 
Zager, to more accurately model the network. 

In considering claims 54-62, and 64-65, Zager further discloses that the model 
includes the entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model 
represents the various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service 
relationships to each other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to 
each other according to one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46- 
61, "relationship types have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). 
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Although the system taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity 
relationships claimed, it nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have 
any type of relationship to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships 
mentioned in the claims to the system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and 
accurate model of the network system. 

In considering claim 63, although Zager does not mention a virtual LAN, 
Examiner takes Official notice that virtual LANs are well known in the art. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to include a virtual LAN entity in the system taught by Zager so that 
the model would include all known networking technologies, thereby better estimating 
the configuration of the actual network. 

In considering claim 66, Zager further teaches including DNS entities (col. 27, 
lines 54-62, "DNS"), including hosts and domains entities ("service provider"), ACL 
entities and allow queries (col. 17, lines 35-38, "authentication and authorization 
security"), and master IPs (col. 30, lines 15-26, "IP"). Although certain of the claim 
terms are not explicitly described by Zager, they are thus either disclosed via alternate 
terminology, or else are well known components in a network. It would have thus been 
obvious to include any known components of a network in the network model system 
taught by Zager, to more accurately model the network. 
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In considering claim 67, Zager further discloses a plurality of DNS configuration 
entities (inherent in the DNS entities). 

In considering claims 68-77, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61, "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 78, Zager further discloses that the network entities further 
comprise accounts and account related entities (col. 3, line 50, "business units"), 
customer tiers entities (col. 16, lines 48-60, "customers"), data centers entities (col. 14, 
lines 30-50, "control repository"), and IP address entities ("IP"). However, Zager does 
not explicitly discuss the use of VLAN entities. Nonetheless, Examiner takes Official 
notice that virtual LANs are well known in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
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include a virtual LAN entity and VLAN-related entities, as claimed, in the system taught 
by Zager so that the model would include all known networking technologies, thereby 
better estimating the configuration of the actual network. Note that although certain of 
the claim terms are not explicitly described by Zager, they are thus either disclosed via 
alternate terminology, or else are well known components in a network. It would have 
thus been obvious to include any known components of a network in the network model 
system taught by Zager, to more accurately model the network. 

In considering claim 79, Zager further discloses a plurality of Site configuration 
entities (col. 30, lines 15-26, "client site[s]"). 

In considering claims 80-94, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61, "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
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system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 

In considering claim 95, Zager further discloses that the queues entities further 
comprise agent queues entities, agent-related commands entities (col. 20, lines 29-41, 
"Agent Manager," "queue infrastructure"). Although certain of the claim terms are not 
explicitly described by Zager, they are thus either disclosed via alternate terminology, or 
else are well known components in a network. It would have thus been obvious to 
include any known components of a network in the network model system taught by 
Zager, to more accurately model the network. 

In considering claims 96 and 97, Zager further discloses agent queue and agent 
command mutex entities (col. 19, lines 16-19, "mutex and asynchronous queue 
services"). 

In considering claims 98-100, Zager further discloses that the model includes the 
entities' relationships to each other (col. 6, lines 25-27, "this model represents the 
various components, relevant subcomponents, and their service relationships to each 
other"), and further discloses that the entities may be related to each other according to 
one-to-many and many-to-one relationships (col. 29, lines 46-61, "relationship types 
have the following attributes... one-to-many... many-to-one"). Although the system 
taught by Zager does not explicitly describe the entity-by-entity relationships claimed, it 
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nonetheless suggests, in cols. 6 and 29, that entities can have any type of relationship 
to other entities. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to include the specific entity-specific relationships mentioned in the claims to the 
system taught by Zager, to allow for a more flexible and accurate model of the network 
system. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bradley Edelman whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
3041 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:30 AM to 
5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on (703) 305-4792. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are as follows: 

For all correspondences: (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 



Conclusion 




BE 

January 27, 2004 



